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PER CURI AM

OGscar Augusto Ugarte-Salas, a native and citizen of Peru,
appeals the district court order denying his 28 US. C § 2241
(2000) petition for a wit of habeas corpus. Ugart e- Sal as
chal I enged the Board of I mm gration Appeals’ decisionto affirmthe
deni al of discretionary 8 212(c) relief and deny the notion to
remand. We affirm

We find there is no nerit to Ugarte-Salas’ argunent that the
| mm gration Judge was wi thout jurisdictionto rule onthe nerits of
his application for 8 212(c) relief. He has not shown that the
proceedi ngs i nproperly denied his application for 8 212(c) relief.
In addition, we affirmthe district court’s finding that it was
W thout jurisdiction to review the nerits of the discretionary

deni al of 212(c) relief. See Bowin v. I.N.S., 194 F. 3d 483, 490

(4th Cr. 1999) (“Only questions of pure laww || be considered on
§ 2241 habeas review. Review of factual or discretionary issues is
prohi bited.”)

W affirmthe district court’s order. W grant Ugarte-Sal as’
notion to suppl enment the appendi x. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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